Sent By: trawfond PLLC; 



651 686 71 1 1 ; 




App. Serial No. I0/53<),104 
Docket No.: US020610US 



Remarks 



Applicant respectfully traverses the Section 102(b) rejection of claims 1-15 
because the Examiner cites lo portions ofthe Cassctti reference that teach setting a bit of 
an internal TAP link module (TLM), not resetting a bit in a TAP (test access port) 
controller as iti the claimed invention. For the reasons and arguments set forth below^ 
Applicant respectfully resubmits that the claimed invention is allowable over the cited 
referencc(s). 

The Office Action dated April 2, 2007 indicated that claims 1-15 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C § 102(b) over Cassetti et al (U,S. 6,31 1,302). 

Applicant respectfully traverses the Section 102(b) rejection of claims 1-15 
because the Examiner fails to cite prior art that corresponds to all ofthe claimed 
limitations, including those directed to setting a bit in a TAP controller. Regarding 
independent claim 1 , the Examiner appears to be confiising a TLM with a TAP controller. 
As apparent firom the Applicant's Specification {see e.g., paragraph 0024) and the 
teachings ofthe Cassetti reference {see e,g,^ Figure 1), one skilled in the art would 
recognize thai a TLM is not equivalent to a TAP controller. As such, the Examiner fails 
lo cite to any portion ofthe Cassetti reference that corresponds to claimed limitations 
directed lo resetting a furst bit to a known slate in each of a plurality of TAP controllers. 
The cited portions ofthe Cassetti reference teach setting the extension bit at cell 22 ofthe 
intemal TLM of core 12; however, the cell 22 is not pait of either of TAP controllers 1 6 
or 18 as is clearly shown in Figure 1 . Tlie Examiner docs not cite to any portion ofthe 
Cassetti reference that teaches resetting a bit in a TAP controller. As such. Applicant 
submits that tliese cited portions ofthe Cassetti reference fail to correspond to claimed 
limitations directed to resetting a first bit in each of a plurality of TAP controllers lo a 
known stale and further fail to correspond to producing a first signal based at least in part 
on the state ofthe first bits. Accordingly, the Section 1 02(b) rejection of claim 1 • as well 
as the rejection of claims 2-1 1 that depend firom claim 1, is improper and Applicant 
requests that it be withdrawn. 

Regarding independent claim 12, the Examiner fails to cite to any portion ofthe 
Cassetti reference that corresponds to claimed limitations directed to each ofthe plurality 
of TAP controllers having at least one switch bit and the routing logic selectively 
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connecting to one of the plurality of TAP controllers based at least in part on the state of 
the switch bits. The cited portions of the Cassetti reference concern storing instructions 
in an internal TLM that is separate from the TAP controllers 16, 18, 30 and 32 {see, e.g,, 
Figure 1 ; Col. 3:20-37; Col, 4:41-45; and Col. 6:1-10), The Examiner asstsrls Uiat the 
cells 22 and 36 of the internal TLMs and tlie TLM registers 20 and 34 of the internal 
TLMs correspond to the claimed switch bits; however, the internal TLMs are not part of 
any of TAP controllers 16, 18, 30 and 32 as is clearly depicted in Figure 1. As such, the 
cited portions of the Cassetti reference do not correspond to the claimed switch bits 
which arc part of the TAP controllers {sec paragraph 0024 of Applicant's Specification 
for further discussion regarding the difference between a TLM and a TAP controller). 
Thus, Applicant submits that the Examiner fijrther fails to cite to any portion of the 
Cassetti reference that corresponds to the routing logic selectively connecting to one of 
the plurality of TAP controllers based at least in part on the state of the switch bits as 
claimed in claim 12. Therefore, the Section 102(b) rejection of claim 12, as well as the 
rejection of claims 13-15 that depend from claim 12, is unproper and Applicant requests 
that it be withdrawn. 

Applicant further traverses the Section 102(b) rcjcctioti of claims 1-15 because the 
Examiner has improperly pieced together portions of different portions of the cited 
Cassetti reference without showing how these portions work togetlier to arrive at the 
claimed limitations. Section 2131 of the M.P.E.P. states that 'the identical invention 
must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the . , , claim" (citing Richardson v. 
Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1239 (Fed Cir. 1989). M.P.E.P. § 2131 further slates 
that various portions of a reference cannot be asserted together to anticipate a claim 
unless the reference arranges the Kmitationa as they are arranged in the claim. 

The Examiner cites to various portions of the Cassetti reference as allegedly 
corresponding to several of the claimed limitations. See, e.g., Figure 1, Col. 3:6-19, Col. 
6:1-10 and Col. 4:53-65. The Examiner then cites to the Back^ound of the Cassetti 
reference as supposedly corresponding to claimed limitations directed to producing a first 
signal based at least in part on the state of the first bits in the TAP controllers. See, e.g., 
CoL 2:21-50- As is mdicated by the Cassetti reference, this portion of the Background is 
discussing teachings of U.S. patent application, Scr. No, 09/283,171. See, e.g., Col 2:30- 
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37. Thus, the Exaniiner appears to be citing to the teachings of two difTcrent references. 
The Examiner has not provided any rationale for combining these references or shown how 
such a combination could function. Iti failing to cite any portion of the Cassetti refcarence 
that shows all of the limitations arranged as claimed in the instant application, the 
Examiner has failed to show correspondence to Uie claimed limitations in a manner 
consistent with M.P.E.P, § 213K In tliis regard, the Exaniiner fails to provide 
correspondence to the claimed limitations and the Section 102(b) rejection of claims 1-15 
should be wi thdrawn. 

In view of the remarks above. Applicant believes that each of the rejections Was 
been overcome and the application is in condition for allowance. Should there be any 
remaining issues that could be readily addressed over the telephone, the Examiner is 
asked to contact the agent overseeing the application file, Peter Zawilski, ofNXP 
Corporation at (408) 474-9063. 

Please direct all correspondence to: 

Corporate Patent Counsel 
NXP Intellectual Property & Standards 
1 109 McKay Drive; Mail Stop SJ41 
San Jose, CA 95131 

CUSTOMER NO. 65913 




Reg. No.: 32.122 
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